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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT 


INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY 
1V2388183 


INCIDENT DATE/TIME: Unknown Date, 1998 


INCIDENT LOCATION: Pico Rivera, California 90601 


ALLEGATION: 


This case pertains to an allegation that Carl (Subject) DeLeon, while assigned to 
Pico Rivera Station as a deputy in 1998, knowingly had a sexual relationship with 
a minor. It is further alleged that Subject DeLeon had sexual intercourse with the 
minor, both on and off duty, one of those occasions being against her will. The 
allegation was investigated by the Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau (ICIB) 
and presented to the District Attorney's Justice System Integrity Division (JSID) for 
filing consideration. The case was rejected for reasons that include, but are not 
limited to, criminal statute limitations related to the allegations of consensual and 
non-consensual intercourse. For further information regarding the criminal 
investigation, see [Exhibit A]. 


BACKGROUND: 


On January 30, 2015, I ontacted the Indio Police Department to 
report that approximately 17 years ago, when she was sixteen years old, she met 
Subject DeLeon who was a Pico Rivera Deputy. She reported that on several 
occasions, she and Subject DeLeon had sexual intercourse, one time in particular 
was against her will while he was on-duty and in uniform. Witness ET -o 
reported an act of oral copulation performed on her by Subject DeLeon preceding 
one of their sexual encounters. Witness JM claimed Subject DeLeon was 
aware she was a minor. A courtesy criminal report was taken under file #1501I- 
5204 and forwarded to the Pico Rivera Sheriff's Station. 


IAB Note: Upon receipt of the criminal report, Pico Rivera Sheriff's 
Station created a Watch Commander’s Service Comment 
Report (WCSCR), which was not entered into PDE due to the 
criminal allegation. The form # 230615 is included as part of 
the ICIB investigation and can be found on page 16 of 
[Exhibit A]. 
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INDIO POLICE DEPARTMENT INVESTIGATION 


January 30, 2015, Indio Police Department's Officer i=" 2 interviewed 


Witness pT Following is a summary of that interview: 


IAB Note: Although the victim of a criminal alegation, na 
will be referred to as a Witness throughout this Investigative 


Summary. 


Witness ae: Officer EEE she met Subject DeLeon while “cruising” 
with friends on Whittier Bouelvard. She said Subject DeLeon was charming toward 
her and compli er before giving her and a friend a ride home. According 
to wines: lll =- told Subject DeLeon she was ṣįj old and 
had a one year old daughter. Subject DeLeon told witness lll name 
was John and asked if he could visit her. Because she was not enrolled in school, 
she told him that he could stop by anytime. Subject DeLeon provided her with a 


phone number for her to call him and leave a message at. She said she later 
determined the phone number he provided was to the Pico Rivera Sheriff's Station. 


Witness the Indio Officer that Subject DeLeon visited her home on 
several occasions while he was on-duty. One of the visits she spoke of was 
approximately one month after they met, when Subject DeLeon came to her house 
and asked her if she wanted to go for a ride in his patrol vehicle. She got into the 
front seat of his patrol vehicle and they drove to a park, which she believed to be 
in the Whittier Narrows Recreation area. She recalled it was dark outside and the 
weather was rainy. After driving to an isolated section of the park, Subject DeLeon 


ot out of the car and walked to the rear passenger side, where Witness 
ae »-- already standing. According to Witness aes Subject 
eLeon began kissing and touching her. She said she was confused and 


uncomfortable and asked him to stop, however, he continued and asked her if she 
was enjoying it. She did not reply. Subject DeLeon then opened the rear 
passenger door and bent Witness MM forward at the waist. After pulling 
her skirt up, he pulled his uniform pants down and had sexual intercourse with her. 
After approximately ten minutes, Subject DeLeon ejaculated inside of Witness 
vagina. He then cleaned himself off and provided her with a towel to 

o the same. Subject DeLeon drove Witness (J home. 


Witness ae «: not call Subject DeLeon after their sexual encounter 
because she felt confused and uncomfortable. Approximately one week later, 
Subject DeLeon stopped by her house and asked why she had not called him. 
She told him she was confused about what happened; she was starting to have 
feelings for him, while uncomfortable about the non-consensual encounter. 
Subject DeLeon convinced her to see him again and they agreed to meet during 
his next set of days off. 
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Several days later, Subject DeLeon arrived to Witness D- driving 
a “boxy” van. He was in civilian attire. Witness E hought Subject 
DeLeon was taking her on a date, however, he drove her to a nearby isolated 
industrial area. They got into the back of the van and had unprotected, consensual 
intercourse. Afterward, Subject Deleon drove her back to her residence. 


Approximately two weeks later, Subject DeLeon picked Witness i? in 
the same van and took her to the same industrial area. He performed oral sex on 
her before they had sexual intercourse. Afterward, Subject DeLeon drove her 
home. 


The next time Subject DeLeon came to Witness Pape house, he was 
driving a Toyota. She began questioning him, asking why the only phone number 
she had for him was to the Sheriff's Station. She also thought it was strange he 
had a minivan and asked him about it. Subject DeLeon ultimately told Witness 


he was married and had SE The relationship ended after that 
conversation. 


Witness aa °'< the Indio Officer that her relationship with Subject DeLeon 
lasted approximately two months, during which time he visited her at home 
approximately twenty times. She said she called him at the Sheriff's Station 
approximately twenty-five times. She also said her roommates and 
who was EE boyfriend at the time) were aware of her 
relationship with Subject DeLeon. Witness RENEE scribed Subject DeLeon 
as a male Hispanic, 33-36 years old, with short, dark, wavy hair, combed back. 
She said his name tag on his uniform read “DeLeon.” 


For additional information regarding Witness A with the Indio 
Police Department, please see their report, which is located on pages 79-86 of 


[Exhibit A]. 


IAB Note: The Indio Police Department's courtesy report was forwarded 
to the Pico Rivera Sheriff's Station, at which time a Watch 
Commander Service Comment Report (WCSCR) was 
completed and a request for criminal investigation by the 
Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau was made by Chief 
Eric Parra. 


ICIB INVESTIGATION 
On February 19, 2015, Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau Sergeants Craig 


Wiggins and onducted an interview of Witness 
Following is a brief summary of that interview: 
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Witness O toc ICIB investigators that in 1998, she used to “cruise” 
Whittier Boulevard and, on several occasions, was taken to the Sheriff's Station. 
She used her adult sister’s identification to get released from custody. 


—_ oe ICIB investigators that in 1998, she was living at I 
in the city of Pico Rivera, with her friend Also living 


in the home was (Witness) MM boyfriend, (Witness 
who was from “Grape Street Watts.” During that time, Witness ecame 
friends with Subject DeLeon. He was aware she was sixteen years old and, within 
days of meeting her, came to her house to visit her. 


Witness = °01: ICIB investigators that in the Winter of 1998, Subject 
Deleon came to her home and picked her up in a radio car. She went of her own 
free will. Once in the patrol car, Subject DeLeon drove to a secluded park in Pico 
Rivera. He exited the car and went to the passenger's side. The two of them 
kissed consensually. Subject DeLeon began to grope Witness 

breasts and genitals, at which time she asked him what he was doing. He 
responded by saying he thought that was what she wanted and then opened the 
rear passenger door. According to Witness Subject DeLeon then 
turned her around, bent her over, and pushed her forward. She recalled the rain 
hitting her back as she was bent over. Witness said Subject DeLeon 
then lifted up her skirt and pulled her underwear down, before unfastening his 
gunbelt and pants. He then had intercourse with her against her will. Although 
she recalled telling him, “no,” she could not recall if it was before or after he 
penetrated her. She did not respond to him asking if she enjoyed it because she 
was scared. After Subject DeLeon was finished, he cleaned himself off and gave 
her a towel to do the same. Subject DeLeon took her home and, before dropping 
her off, told her to call him. 


Approximately one week later, Subject DeLeon came to her house again, however 
he was not on-duty and arrived in a minivan. She described the van as a light 
colored Chevrolet or GMC minivan. According to Witness ( there was 
no discussion about their first sexual encounter that was against her will, nor did 
Subject DeLeon seem remorseful about it. He performed oral sex on her before 
they engaged in consensual sex in the van. Witness I said Subject 
DeLeon came to her house approximately two weeks later in the same minivan, 
where they again had consensual sex in it. 


Witness Mc stated she would call the Pico Rivera Station 
dispatcher and leave messages for Subject DeLeon to call her back. She believes 
she called the station approximately 30 times during their three month relationship. 
She said the dispatcher seemed annoyed with her frequent calling. 


Witness E- the relationship ended when Subject DeLeon arrived in 
a Toyota Avalon (nfd). She questioned him about a ring on his finger that he would 


switch from one hand to another. After asking Subject DeLeon why he had two 
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cars, his attitude changed and he admitted to being married with 
Once she heard that, Witness [said she got out of the car and walked 
home, never to speak to Subject DeLeon again. 


Witness = ICIB investigators that she recently discussed the “rape” 
with her husband, who encouraged her to report it. She also said her former 
roommate M was aware of the relationship, but was not aware that the 
first sexual encounter was non-consensual. Witness ME so mentioned 
a friend by the name of who supposedly Knew about her 
relationship with Subject DeLeon. 


ICIB investigators showed Wines: i photographic line up 
with Deputy DeLeon in position six. Witness was unable to positively 
identify Subject DeLeon. When shown six-pack photographic line-ups of 
Witnesses Bii ano GE she positively identified both of them. 


Witness {said she would be willing to testify in court if needed. 


On February 25, 2015, ICIB investigators conducted an interview of Witness 
Pee The following is a summary of that interview: 


Witnessisaid she met Witness when Witness 


ae: 
sixteen years old. The friendship ended after Witness[jwas shot ina = 


related shooting, which she believed was precipitated by Witness 
he not spoken since 


According to Witness J she and Witness 

2006. 

Witness fii described Witness ae; someone who was brought up in 
a bad environment, saying Witness ME nad a history of drug use, was 
molested at a young age, and later had an unrelated pregnancy at the age of 
fourteen. Witness Balso described wines filial promiscuous and 
said she tried to help Wir allowing her to live with her and her 
(Witness i boyfriend, _ Additionally, Witness [said that 


although she and Witness ME were the only two people who knew Witness 


GEE truc age (16), Witness Bo lie about her age, saying 


she was 18-19 years old. 


Witness said she remembered Subject DeLeon, who she described as being 
nice and respectful toward Witness ae She recalled that Witness 
WEE “threw” herself at Subject DeLeon and recalled him coming to the 
house to visit Witness She said he came dressed in uniform while 
driving a patrol car. She recalled him picking her up in his patrol vehicle 
approximately 3 times. Witness [said Witness a: Subject 
DeLeon would leave so she was unaware of what they were doing when they left. 


She did not recall seeing Subject DeLeon come to the house in his personal 
vehicle. 
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Witness [said any allegation that Subject DeLeon raped Witness 

would be untrue and more than likely be a preface to a lawsuit for money. She 
said Witness ee never told her about any sexual relationship with Subject 
Deleon, specifically an allegation of rape. 


told ICIB investigators that the relationship between Witness 
and Subject DeLeon ended after Subject DeLeon arrested Witness 
ccording to Witness Witness threatened Subject DeLeon, 
saying if he did not get him out of jail, he would tell “them” about Witness 

eing a minor. After making the threat, Subject DeLeon never came 
by the house or bothered Witnes E- gain Witness ias unsure of what 
happened with Witness 


Witness 


arrest. 


ICIB investigators showed Witness E - six-pack photographic line up with 
Deputy DeLeon in position six. Witness was unable to positively identify 
Subject DeLeon, but circled number six and wrote, “He is the closest to DeLeon’s 
description that | can recall.” 


On April 23, 2015, ICIB investigators attempted to contact Witness 

D hey learned he moved to Texas and were unsuccessful in locating him 
out of state. A call to Witness probation officer revealed that his 
whereabouts are unknown and there is a no bail warrant for him in the system. 


who was mentioned to them 


was a parole agent. B 


ICIB investigators discovered that 
during their interview with Witness 
EEE said he did not know Witness 


IAB Note: It should be noted that is now 


after undergoing a legal name change stemming 
from a gang-related assault on him and his family. 


IAB INVESTIGATION 


On August 30, 2016, IAB investigators conducted an interview of witness ay 

The purpose of the interview was to determine if she ha 
personal information or knowledge about Subject DeLeon. She spoke again about 
how she met him, the events that occurred, the vehicles he drove, and how the 
relationship ended. She did not provide any additional personal information about 
Subject DeLeon. 


On August 25, 2016, IAB investigators conducted an interview of Subject Carl 
DeLeon. Following is a summary of that interview: 
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Subject DeLeon said he worked Pico Rivera Station 
He said during the time he was in patrol, he worked a uniformed 
position, in a patrol vehicle. 


IAB invesitgators showed Subject DeLeon a color photograph of the residence 
where Witness EEE cged he would pick her up from. He said he did not 
recognize the address or the residence based on the photograph. 


IAB Note: IAB investigators indicated to Subject DeLeon that the 
residence may not be identical in color to the residence in 
1998, as the photograph shown to him was taken more 
recently. 


When asked if he ever owned or operated a light colored minivan, Subject DeLeon 
told IAB investigators he did not. IAB investigators then presented him with 
photocopies of (3) different Unit Personnel Records [Exhibit B]. The forms were 
numbered in the top right corner as 1, 2, and 3. Each form listed vehicles in the 
“Equipment” section, as written by Subject DeLeon, as follows: 


Record# Date Make Year Model Color 

1 (None) Toyota 98 Avalon Grey 
Toyota 98 Celica Red 

2 08-27-97 Chevy 95 Astro Blu 

3 3-15-96 Chevy 95 Astrovan Blu 
Honda 94 Accord Gold 


When shown the Unit Personnel Records, in which he listed a Chevrolet Astrovan, 
Subject DeLeon replied by saying, “Yeah, well, that is my writing. But | can't 
remember, | don’t remember, | mean | guess | did.” (See page 7 of Subject 
DeLeon’s transcripts) 


IAB Note: During her ICIB interview, Witness -=< Subject 
DeLeon came to pick her up in a light colored GMC or 


Chevrolet minivan and then in a Toyota Avalon. 


Su DeLeon said he was married and had a in 1998, clarifying that 


Subject DeLeon said he did not recall the name eS NA was 
Witness a: in 1998. When n her photograph, he said he did 
not recognize her. He said he did not recall y name or by the = 


shown to him by IAB investigators. He did not recognize the name 


INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY Page 7 of 8 IV 2388183 


a: did not recall arresting anyone with that name. Subject DeLeon further 
stated the allegations made by Witness as relayed to him by IAB 


investigators, did not occur. He did not know why one or more persons would have 
identified him out of a photographic line up and did not know why Witness 


would have identified him as driving (2) cars that were listed on his 
Unit Personnel Record. 


IAB Note: Subject DeLeon listed his middle name on his Unit Personnel 


Form Records [Exhibit B] as John, which is the name 
Witness — we he gave her when they met in 1998. 
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JIM MCDONNELL, SHERIFF 


September 21, 2016 


Sergeant Carl Deleon, 


Dear Sergeant Deleon: 


You are hereby notified that it is the intention of the Sheriff's Department to 
discharge you from your position of Sergeant, Item No. 2717A, with this 
Department, effective the close of business October 13, 2016. 


An investigation under IAB File Number IV2588183, conducted by Internal 
Affairs Bureau, coupled with your own statements, have established the 
following: 


l. That in violation of the Manual of Policy and 
Procedures Sections 3-01/050.10, Performance to 
Standards; and/or 3-01/050.05, Performance to Duty, 
on or about the winter months of 1998 while on and off 
duty, you failed to conform to the work standards 
established for your position as a deputy sheriff and 
devote your time and attention to the service of the 
County in a manner which would establish and 
maintain the highest standard of efficiency when you 
participated in conduct which impaired your ability to 
perform as a law enforcement officer or caused the 
Department to be brought into disrepute and engaged 
in an inappropriate relationship with 
a minor. You visited Ms. home while 
having no nexus to your duties or official police 
business; transported her in a patrol vehicle while 


211 WEST TEMPLE STREET, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 


A Sradihion of Service 


— Since 130 — 


Sergeant Carl Deleon, iz 2 


or official police business; and/or engaged in a personal 
and/or intimate relationship with her. Your conduct 
brought discredit to yourself and the Department. 


2. That in violation of the Manual of Policy and 
Procedures Sections 3/01/040.70, Dishonesty/False 
Statements; and/or 3-01/040.75, Dishonesty/Making 
False Statements During a Departmental Internal 
Investigation, on or about August 25, 2016, you made 
false, and/or incomplete, and/or dishonest statements 
during your administrative interview when you denied 


knowing Peo and/or denied going to her 


house and picking her up, and/or denied owning a 
minivan in 1998 while you were assigned to a patrol 
assignment at Pico Rivera Sheriff’s Station. 


Additional facts for this decision are set forth in the Disposition Worksheet, 
Investigative Summary and Investigative Packet, which are incorporated herein 
by reference. 


You may respond to the intended action orally or in writing. In the event that 
you choose to respond orally to these charges, you have already been scheduled 
to meet with Chief Buddy Goldman, on October 11, 2016, at 1000 hours, in his 
office, which is located at 211 West Temple Street, 8°" Floor, Los Angeles 90012. 
If you are unable to appear at the scheduled time and wish to schedule some 
other time prior to October 11, 2016, for your oral response, please call Chief 
Goldman’s secretary at RE for an appointment. 


If you choose to respond in writing, please call Chief Goldman’s secretary to 
cancel your scheduled appointment, and send your response to the facts 
contained in this letter to Chief Goldman’s office no later than October 13, 2016. 


Unless you are currently on some other type of authorized leave, pursuant to 
Rule 16.01 of the Los Angeles County Civil Service Commission Rules, effective 
immediately, you are on paid administrative leave which will continue during 
the fifteen (15) business days you have to respond to the intended discharge or 
until the conclusion of your pre-disciplinary hearing. If you are presently on 
an authorized leave, that leave will continue during the fifteen (15) business 
days you have to respond to the intended discharge, or until the conclusion of 
your pre-disciplinary hearing. 


Sergeant Carl Deleon, #7 3 


Failure to respond to this Letter of Intent within fifteen (15) business days will 
be considered a waiver of your right to respond and will result in the imposition 
of the discipline indicated herein. 


If you did not receive the investigative material on which your discipline is based 
at the time you were served with this correspondence, you may contact the 
Internal Affairs Bureau ie to obtain a copy of the case file. 


The Sheriff's Department reserves the right to amend and/or add to this letter. 
Sincerely, 


JIM McDONNELL, SHERIFF 


M Me 


John M. Roberts, Captain 
Internal Affairs Bureau 


Note: Attached for your convenience are excerpts of the applicable areas of the 
Manual of Policy and Procedures. 


JMR:JMR:jr 


cc: Advocacy Unit 
Employee Relations Unit 
Buddy Goldman, Chief, South Patrol Division 
Internal Affairs Bureau 
(File # IV 2388183) 
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| AGENCY NAME | DA CASE NO. 35219639 "| DATE 09/30/2015 | 
| X FELONY LASD - INTERNAL CRIMINAL | ah | 
l ONERE TA AGENCY FILE NO. (DR OR URN) | DA OFFICE CODE | VICTIM ASSISTANCE REFERRAL 
| | 915-00007-2003-441 MESI: D. #15-0515R | O YES - NOTIFY WAP] NO 
[susp ooo CHARGES | 
NO. pene ee eee ip ane alee 
| SUSPECT , OFFENSE : REASON i 
E | | CODE | SECTION | GATE | Bape 
f ani aneen AA a EEEE EEEREN 4 
| | NAME (LAST, FIRST MIDDLE)) | | 
| | ‘ | 
| | DELEON, CARL J | PC 261(AX{2) 11/01/1997 - 04/30/1998 H | 
| | | PC 261.5(C) 11/01/1997 - 04/30/1998 H | 
fo | welts a 
| 1] SEX (ar) | BOOKING NO. [VIP X Yes -- No | tee ee 
| | | VIP - (05) Sexual Abuse - Acquaintance —— _ T 
; f | | 
| | we Gang Member Name of Gang 0 | Victim Gang Member Name of Gang tee d 
| | Victim Name: JANE DOE Saree Victim DOB : ee we oe 
| "NAME (LAST, FIRST MIDDLE)) | j _ eT 
| | | 
| | | 
| | i i 
| | | : 
| | | ! 
i ? | ; Eat ic eA Se a eee Se ar a a SAR ete eee Oa ae REET 
| | DOB | SEX (MF) | BOOKING NO. “VIP -- Yes -- No ! 
| (errs EEA AE E EEEE. ON PESO NN l 
o | ea ee 
| | Gang Member Name of Gang _ | Victim Gang Member Name of Gang _ i 
| oe sae yp omar oath ta agit gt ep patton a a NR a 9 irs Ei Pr tate Sano oie aia A ERREN N, 1 
| | Victim Name |_Victim DOB | 
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PENE az Ts i Sait EE EA PE a eee E ae le oe E, 
pi | SEX (WF) BOOKING NO. | VIP -- Yes -- No 
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ee Member Name of Gan To a a ja Mien Gang Member Name of Gang | 
g g Bato Ogee oer A we 


E | Victim Name: 
Comments 


Victim alleges that suspect raped her when she was 16 years old in late 1997/early 1998. After the 
rape, victim alleges that she had a consensual relationship with the suspect. Rape prosecution is time 


a gna 


barred per PC section 801.1(a), which provides a 10 year statute of limitations. PC section 803(f) 
does not apply as there is no clear and convincing corroboration for the allegation. The-statute of 

| limitations for the consensual conduct has also expired. Vee | 
i f i 
COMPLAINT DEPUTY (print) | COMPLAINT DEPUTY (SIGNATURE) | STATE BAR NO. | REVIEWING DEPUTY ( (SIGNATURE? | 

| E | 

ANN MARIE WISE/ap Ca | 178257 | Js | 


| have conveyed all relevant information to the above-named Deputy District Atome to be used in consideration ofa a “decision. 


FILING OFFICER (PRINT) SGT. CRAIG _WIGGINS FILING OFFICER (SIGNATURE) Mailed 9/3041 -5 SERIAL # 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE | D. Victim Unavailable/Declines | tH. . Other (indicate the reason in , 

REASON CODES l To Testify Comments section) , ; 
(FORM 8715) | E. Witness Unavailable/Declines | |. Referred to Non-California "smgerarropuers 
l | to Testify Jurisdiction TET TAA 

A. Lack of Corpus F. Combined with Other | J. Deferred for Revocation of | M. Probation Violation filed in 
| B. Lack of Sufficient Evidence | Counts/Cases Parole | lieu of l 

C. Inadmissible Search/Seizure | G. Interest of Justice | K. Further Investigation . Referred to City Attorney for | 
| oO __ Misdemeanor Consideration | 
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CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


COMMISSIONERS: PERCY DURAN III + NAOMI NIGHTINGALE » STEVEN AFRIAT ° JOHN DONNER « DICKRAN TEVRIZIAN 
MAHDI A. MOHAMED, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ° STEVE CHENG, DEPUTY EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 


October 16, 2019 


FINAL COMMISSION ACTION 


Subject of Hearing: Petition of CARL DE LEON for a hearing on his discharge, effective 
December 25, 2016, from the position of Sergeant, Sheriff's 
Department, Case No. 17-16. 


The Civil Service Commission, at its meeting held on October 9, 2019 approved findings in 
the above-entitled case. The petitioners objections were overruled. Commissioner Duran 
dissented. Commissioner Afriat was absent. 


Since a copy of these findings has already been provided to all the parties, we have 
enclosed a copy of the signed formal order of the Commission for your records. 


Anyone desiring to seek review of this decision by the Superior Court may do so under 
Section 1085 or 1094.6 of the Code of Civil Procedure as appropriate. An action under 
Section 1094.6 can only be commenced within 90 days of the decision. 


Mahdi A. Mohamed 
Executive Director 


Enclosure 
C: Carl De Leon 
Maureen Okwuosa 


Nohemi Gutierrez-Ferguson 
Joseph Scully 


ROOM 522 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION e 500 W. TEMPLE STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 © TELEPHONE (213) 974-2411 © FAX (213) 974-2534 


BEFORE THE CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION OF THE 


COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


In the matter of the discharge, effective 
December 25, 2016, from the position of 
Sergeant, Sheriff's Department, of 

. ORDER OF THE CIVIL 
SERVICE COMMISSION 


CARL DE LEON 
(Case No. 17-16) 


On October 9, 2019, the Civil Service Commission of the County of Los Angeles over-ruled 
the petitioner’s objections. The Commission adopted as it’s final decision, the findings and 
- recommendation of the Hearing Officer, Joseph Scully, to sustain the Department. Commissioner 


Duran dissented. Commissioner Afriat was absent. 


Dated this 16" day of October, 2019. 


Absent 
STEVEN AFRIAT, President 


Dissented 


“a ` M L c. 


JOHN DONNER, Member 


LOS ANGELES COUNTY 


CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
In the Matter of ) 
) Case No. 17-16 
SGT. CARL DELEON, ) 
) REPORT ON SUBMITTED MATTER 
Appellant, ) 
V. ) 
SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT |) 
) 
Respondent. ) = 
) of = 2 
< RQ gc 
T70 N -< z 
APPEARANCES So l oF 
Sos b&b m 
ale! ro 
For the Appellant: Nohemi Gutierrez Ferguson, Esq. “EEN V a 
Gutierrez, Preciado & House LLP a. 
3020 East Colorado Boulevard 
Pasadena, California 91107 
For the Respondent: Maureen U. Okwuosa, Esq. 
Rains Lucia Stern St. Phallee & Silver, PC 
1428 2™ Street Suite 200 
Santa Monica, California 90401 
Hearing Officer: Joseph P. Scully 


Dates of Hearing: 


12/8/17, 12/18/17, 4/12/18, 6/28/18 
ISSUES 


On April 5, 2017, the Commission defined the issues in the Carl 


DeLeon appeal to be: 


1. Are the allegations contained in the department’s letter of January 4, 


2017 true? 


2. Ifany or all are true, is the discipline appropriate? 


ON DPPH 


Request for Confidentiality dtd 


DEPARTMENT'S EXHIBITS 


Notice of Intent to Discharge 
Notice of Discharge 
Disposition Sheet dated 9/20/16 

Request for ICIB Investigation dtd 2/4/15 
ICIB Report, dtd Approved 6/24/15 
Initial Report, dtd 1/30/15 

Criminal statutes investigated 

Transcript of Interview with i did 
2/19/15 
Audio of 2/19/15 interview with 


= 


Photograph of home at 
Indio PD Courtesy Rep 
Indio PD Full Report, dtd 1/30/15 
Photographic lineup shown to Jane Doe 
Transcript of Interview wi 
Audio of Interview with 
Photographic lineup shown to 
District Attorney Charge Evaluation Worksheet, dtd 1/30/15 
Initial IAB Investigative Summary 

Personal Investigation Form dtd 9/5/16 
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APPELLANT’S EXHIBITS 


Sgt. DeLeon Performance Evaluations/Commendations, 
1990-2015 


CASE SUMMARY 
This matter involves the appeal of a termination by Sheriffs 
Department Sergeant Carl DeLeon. The hearing dates on this matter were 
12/8/17, 12/18/17, 4/12/18 and 6/28/18. The Department called six 
Chief Buddy Goldman, Sgt. 


(rebuttal witness 


witnesses: Lt. Craig Wiggins, 
Jeffrey Smit I nc 

only). Appellant called three witnesses: Carl DeLeon, Sgt. David Gutierrez, 
and Lt. Kevin Lloyd. 

The Department offered Exhibits 1-27, and all were accepted. 
Appellant offered Exhibit A, which was accepted. 

Sgt. Carl DeLeon was discharged from his position with the Sheriff's 
Department on December 25, 2016. The Department alleges two instances 
of misconduct. The Department alleges that in or about 1998, that 


Appellant carried on an inappropriate relationship with a woman who was 


at that time, and also that Appellant gave a series of false and/or 
misleading statements to investigators in 2016 when he was questioned 
during an administrative interview. Appellant denies that he was in any 
relationship with the accuser, and denies that he offered false information 
at his administrative interview. 
I. ARE THE ALLEGATIONS CONTAINED IN THE 
DEPARTMENT?’S LETTER OF JANUARY 4, 2017 
TRUE? 
A. The Allegations of Wrongdoing. 
Charge 1: That in violation of the Manual of Policy and Procedures 
Sections 3-01/050.05, Performance to Duty, on or about 
the winter months of 1998 while on and off duty, you 


failed to conform to the work standards established for 


o>) 


your position as a deputy sheriff and devote your time and 
attention to the service of the County in a manner which 
would establish and maintain the highest standard of 
efficiency when you participated in conduct which 
impaired your ability to perform as a law enforcement 
officer or caused the Department to be brought into 


disrepute and engaged in an inappropriate relationship 


witl 


ace You visited Ms. > home 


while having no nexus to your duties or official police 


business; transported her in a patrol vehicle while having 
no nexus to your duties or official policy business; and/or 
engaged in a personal and/or intimate relationship with 
her. Your conduct brought discredit to yourself and the 


Department. 


Charge 2: That in violation of the Manual of Policy and Procedures 
Sections 3/01-040.70, Dishonesty/False Statements; 
and/or 3-01/040.75, Dishonesty/Making False 
Statements During a Departmental Internal Investigation, 
on or about August 25, 2016, you made false, and/or 
incomplete, and/or dishonest statements during your 
administrative interview when you denied knowing M 
o RM or denied going to her house and picking 
her up, and/or denied owning a minivan in 1998 while y 
you were assigned to a patrol assignment at Pico Rivera 


Sheriffs Station. 


B. The Department Proved by the Preponderance of 
Evidence that the Allegations in the August 3, 
2017 Letter are True. 
1. Testimony of the Department’s Witnesses 
The Department’s witnesses who testified at the hearing included the 
following: Lt. Craig Wiggins, the Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau 
investigator jinn the woman who 
alleged a rape allegation against Sgt. DeLeon; Chief Buddy Goldman, the 
Department’s decision maker; Sgt. Jeffrey Smith, the Internal Affairs 


ee 


who testified as a percipient witness. 
Lt. Wiggins testified credibly. He testified tha now 


report of a rape with the Indio Police Department in 2015, and the Indio PD 
forwarded a copy of that report to the Department. Lt. Wiggins was 
assigned to investigate the allegations. As part of his investigation, he 


interviewed According ro she met a deputy she 


identified as “John DeLeon” in the winter of 1998. At that time a: a 


0o DR often “cruised” on Whittier Blvd., and she claims 


she met Deputy DeLeon while he was on duty. Bold Deputy DeLeon 


she lived in a house on i: ae and he started coming 


by the home while on duty, in uniform and in a patrol car. On one 


Bureau investigator; an 


occasion S laimea, Appellant took her to a secluded area and he had 
sexual intercourse with her against her will. o veges she had 
intercourse with Appellant on two additional occasions, which also 


included oral sex. M stated that Appellant came to the 


house in his personal vehicles as well as patrol car, and she identified the 


personal vehicles as a mini-van and a Toyota Avalon. GE claims that 
Appellant met her approximately 25 times, and had sex with her three 
times. She said she started asking Appellant questions when she saw his 
wedding ring and the fact that he owned two private cars, and he told her 
so she broke off the relationship and did not 


see him again. Lt. Wiggins showe a photo lineup which included 

Appellant as he appeared in 1998, but she was not able to identify him. 
MM testified at the hearing and her testimony was similar to what 

Lt. Wiggins reported. She identified Appellant at the hearing as the person 
she was involved with in the winter of 1998. She testified that he told her 
his name was John. (According to Department records, Appellant’s full 
name is Carl John DeLeon.) His name tag stated “DeLeon.” She met him 
while she was cruising Whittier Blvd. and he was on duty. She claimed she 
told him her i although the Hearing Officer does not believe that 
testimony was truthful. WR estified that he visited her at the ee! 

ome in a patrol car, while in uniform. On a few occasions, he drove 
her to a secluded area and they had sex together. He did this both in 
uniform and in a patrol car, and in civilian clothes, in a mini-van and also a 
Toyota Avalon. She testified the first time they had intercourse, it was non- 
consensual. After that, they had intercourse two additional times and it 


was consensual. She broke it off when he told her he wa 


meaning there was no prospect of a relationship with her in the 


testified that in 1998 and was living with 
a gang member, in the home on 


from a troubled home. At that 
born in 1997. PR cstifiea that she felt 


future. 


SOITY fon and allowed her to sleep at the = pone. aa 
testified that [IS and slept with many of (I 


gang-member friends testified that she is no longer friends with 


WE nd hasn’t been friends for at least 10 years vas shot in gang 
shooting an 


lames or this. As a result, they are estranged 


and have been for about a decade. 
testified that she remembered that Appellant did come to the 


one and visit She recalls Appellant arriving in his 


uniform and in a patrol car, but she does not recall any personal cars. She 


saw Appellant several times, but she did not know if the two were having 
sex or not. ay about being raped, nor did she say they 
were having sex. as also able to pick Appellant out of a 
photographic six pack line up. 

In general in made it clear that she does not uS AN 
regards her as a liar. She testified that in the past M made a false 


allegation of sexual harassment at her workplace in order to obtain a 


settlement. 

Sgt. Smith testified as an IAB investigator, but his testimony was 
largely duplicative of Lt. Wiggins’. 

Chief Goldman testified as the Department’s decision maker. He 
testified that in his view, the far more serious charge against Appellant is 
the lying/false statements charge. That is, the discipline likely to be 
imposed based on the improper relationship charge would be a 4-5 day 
suspension, but that the lying charge requires a termination. 

Chief Goldman also testified that Sheriff McDonnell has made it clear 
that the Department will not tolerate any false or misleading statements by 


Department employees during administrative interviews. In Chief 


Goldman’s view, Appellant was dishonest in his administrative interview. 
The false statements, according to Chief Goldman, included the following: 
Chief Goldman believes that Appellant’s denial of ever knowing or meeting 


as false. Appellant also denied ever owning a mini-van, 


until he was confronted with a Department personnel record in his own 
handwriting in which he identified his personal vehicle as a Chevy Astro 
van. Chief Goldman testified that after carefully considering all the witness 
statements, he concluded that Appellant had lied about having a personal 


relationship wit and lied about the vehicles he owned, 
and therefore those false statements made during the course of an 
administrative investigation required a termination. 
2. Testimony of Appellant’s Witnesses 
Appellant’s three witnesses were Appellant, Sgt. David Gutierrez and 
Lt. Kevin Lloyd. 
Sgt. Gutierrez was a character witness who testified that Sgt. DeLeon 
was a great guy, trustworthy and an outstanding investigator. 
Appellant testified and denied knowing or ever meeting S 
pI a or RD ie denied ever going to 
the home on ME He offered no explanation for the fact that 
BR knew his middle name of John, nor why she knew the personal 
vehicles he drove in 1997 and 1998, the Astro van and the Avalon. He had 
no theory that would explain whould randomly accuse him 17 
years after the alleged incidents occurred. Appellant testified that his 
denial of owning a minivan in his administrative interview was because he 
simply forgot. 
Lt. Lloyd testified chiefly as a character witness in favor of Appellant. 


However, on cross-exam by the Department, counsel elicited opinion 


testimony to the effect that Lt. Lloyd was critical of the investigation done 
by Lt. Wiggins. For example, Lt. Lloyd felt that Lt. Wiggins should have 


interviewe husband. AE 


sD (T: Departmen 
called pH rebuttal and he testified that he urged | 


a. report the improper relationship with Appellant.) 
3. Analysis of the Evidence 

In general, the Hearing Officer found the testimony of p 

i: ae: be credible. The testimony of Chief 
Goldman was also highly credible. The testimony of Appellant was not 
credible, as explained in more detail below. 

The evidence and testimony at the hearing established tha 
grew up in an abusive, sad and dysfunctional environment. She 
hada . By BR she was a runaway, sleeping 
promiscuously with gang-bangers, and hanging out on Whittier Blvd. In 
that setting, she met Appellant Deputy DeLeon. He flattered her, told her 
she was pretty, and asked if he could come by her home to visit her. For the 
first few visits, Appellant came T O in uniform and in a patrol 
car, and he just visited. After a few visits, he asked her to go with him. 
Appellant rs to a secluded area and they engaged in sexual 
intercourse. laims that first sexual encounter was forced, but her 


description is ambiguous and does not support a rape allegation. She 


willingly had sex on two additional occasions, and it appears those 
occasions were in Appellant’s Astro van and not a patrol car. 

WE testified that Appellant introduced himself as “John,” which is 
Appellant’s middle name. Peace officer personnel records are confidential 


by law, and The most obvious 


explanation for her knowledge of Appellant’s middle name is that she was 
telling the truth about how she acquired it — that is, that Appellant gave it 
to her. Similarly {correctly identified not just one, but two separate 
private vehicles that Appellant drove in the late 1997, early 1998 time 
frame, including the Astro van and the Avalon. Again, the simplest and 
most obvious explanation for how, cquired this knowledge is that she 
personally saw the vehicles when Appellant came and picked her up in 
them. 

SS) credibility is also bolstered by --stimony. 
testified that she now hate regards her as a liar and has no contact 
with her for the past decade. And yet JME corroborates key elements of 


a - 


estified that she personally saw Appellant come to the 
house on nd in uniform and in a patrol car, and visit 
several times. She also identified Appellant’s photo in the six pack line up. 
O was not able to identify Appellant’s private vehicles, but that failure 
only strengthens her overall credibility because it reduces the likelihood 
that . 
Similarly 


and ae have somehow conspired to “put a case” on Appellant. 
also is adamant in her belief thai could not have been 
raped by Appellant. testified that BE threw herself” at Appellant 
and was highly flirtatious with him ever mentioned any sexual 
assault roll and in a mind that makes the alleged assault highly 
unlikely to have occurred. 

Appellant’s hearing testimony lacked credibility and was not believed 
by the Hearing Officer. In fact, Appellant was evasive when asked about 
why he denied owning a mini-van during his administrative interview. 
Specifically, during the administrative interview on August 25, 2016 he was 
asked as follows (Exhibit 21, pg. 7): 


Sgt. Smith: In a patrol car? Let me show you, did you ever own a light 


colored minivan? 
Appellant: No sir. 
Sgt. Smith: Did you ever own a minivan at all? 
Appellant: While I was at Pico? 
Sgt. Smith: Probably within the years of 96, 95, 96 through 98? 
Appellant: I don’t recall owning a minivan. 
Sgt. Smith: Do you ever drive a minivan? 
Appellant: No sir. 


Immediately after the foregoing exchange, Appellant is shown unit 
personnel records, in his own handwriting, in which he identifies owning a 
1995 Chevy Astro van. When shown the record, Appellant stated “Yeah, 
well yeah it’s my writing. But I can’t remember, I don’t remember, I mean I 
guess I did.” 

Chief Goldman did not find Appellant’s interview statements to be 
credible, and neither does the Hearing Officer. Appellant is a Sergeant in 
the Sheriff's Department, and he has an obligation to testify truthfully and 
accurately about matters within his personal knowledge. According to the 
unit personnel records, he reported driving a 1995 Astro van during the 
years 1995-1998. In his hearing testimony he tried to equivocate about 
whether the Astro van was a minivan or a full size van, suggesting that he 
denied owning a minivan because the Astro van is (allegedly) a full size van. 
During his hearing testimony the fact came out that he also purchased a 
minivan in 2004, but that information was also withheld in his 
administrative interview (12/18/17 Transcript pg. 224:24 to 226:6): 
Hearing Officer: So when you were asked the question “Do you ever drive a 


minivan?” You said “no sir.” That was actually not 


Appellant: 


Hearing Officer: 


Appellant: 


Hearing Officer: 


Appellant: 


Hearing Officer: 


Appellant: 


Hearing Officer: 


Appellant: 


Hearing Officer: 


Appellant: 


Hearing Officer: 


Appellant: 


Hearing Officer: 


correct because you know that in 2004 you owned a 
minivan; right? 

Yes. That is correct. 

You drove it. 

In 2004 I’ve had a minivan. But at the time he asked me 
about a minivan I wasn’t thinking about a minivan — to 
that line of questioning. 

Right. But that’s the point. You were asked a question 
“Do you ever drive a minivan?” And you said “No sir.” 
Are you thinking he just means right now, present? Or 
did you understand he was asking you about the past 
including up to 1998? 

I was thinking about the past and 1998 time. 

So you didn’t tell him — why didn’t you tell him about the 
minivan you got in 2004? 

I didn’t remember at the time. 

You forgot that one as well? 

Yeah. 

You forgot the minivan you bought in 2004 and you 
forgot the Astro van that you leased in 1995. 

Yes. Like I said, minivan and Astro van — I was thinking 
about that specific time frame and I didn’t remember it. 
Say that again. 

When he asked me if I owned a minivan, I was thinking 
about that specific time frame and I didn’t remember the 
Astro van. 

Well, you didn’t remember the Astro van and you didn’t 


remember the minivan you bought in 2004. 
Appellant: At that time, no. 

The Hearing Officer does not find it credible that a person with the 
intelligence and presence of mind necessary to be promoted to a 
supervisory position within the Department would fail to recall owning and 
operating and not just one, but two separate minivan type vehicles for what 
was likely a 6 year time frame. The Hearing Officer makes the following 
observations: When a person owns a vehicle for 3 years, that vehicle 
becomes an integral part of the person’s lifestyle. The vehicle is the 
primary mode of transportation. Day after day, commuting to work, and all 
other types of travel, the owner is in the vehicle, operating it. The typical 
owner spends hundreds of hours in the vehicle every year. The owner must 
pay the insurance and renew the registration every year. Every few days 
the owner must refuel the vehicle, and wash the vehicle, and maintain the 
vehicle. Every month the owner must pay for the vehicle. Here, Appellant 
also had a young family which means that with every family trip there is the 
process of loading and unloading the kids and/or baby seats. 

Appellant attempted to mislead the Hearing Officer by suggesting 
that there is a distinction between a minivan and an Astro van, and/or by 
suggesting he only leased the Astro van and did not own it. Appellant 
claimed, without proof, that an Astro van was not a minivan, but a full size 
van. But Appellant also admitted that his denials of owning a minivan were 
based on a defective recollection and nothing more. Ultimately, any alleged 
distinction between an Astro van and a minivan does not provide a 
satisfactory answer for Appellant’s denial of owning the exact type of 
vehicle that Ruby testified Appellant drove to pick her up at her 

ee: home, and then drive to a secluded location and engage in sex. 


In addition, Appellant’s denial of ever coming to th 
home, and denial of having a personal relationship M m not 
credible. Two separate witnesses testified credibly that Appellant did have 
such a relationship. Banc | Oe now estranged and 
testimony makes it clear that she hasn’t spoken with RE for at least 10 
years. That makes her independent corroboration of tory all the 
more credible. Bnew personal details about Appellant that would 
only be available to her by one of two ways: either MB accessed 
Appellant’s confidential personnel records, of personally learned that 
information in exactly the way she stated. Those personal details include 
the fact that his middle name was John, he was married with two children 
living with him in 1998, he owned and drove a minivan and an Avalon. The 
Department's case presentation satisfied its burden of proof in showing 
that o E those private facts about Appellant directly from 
Appellant himself. 

Overall, Appellant’s lack of credibility lends weight to 
credibility and that of T The evidence support’s the 
Department’s charges in the imposition letter and shows them to be true. 

II. IS THE PENALTY OF TERMINATION APPROPRIATE? 

A. General considerations. | 

The overriding consideration in cases of discipline of a public 
employee is the extent to which the employee's conduct resulted in, or if 
repeated is likely to result in, harm to the public service. Other relevant 
factors include the circumstances surrounding the misconduct and the 
likelihood of its recurrence. The public is entitled to protection from 
unprofessional employees whose conduct places people at risk of injury and 


the government at risk of incurring liability. 


B. Analysis. 
The Hearing Officer conducted his own independent analysis of the 
appropriate discipline in this case, and believes that the analysis by Chief 
Goldman is entirely correct. That is, Appellant’s relationship with Ruby 
showed bad judgment and a failure to conform to standards. The Hearing 
Officer finds that the sexual activity between Appellant and i 


was bad 
judgment for several reasons: she was obviously a very young woman, and 
possibly underage, so sexual activity without verifying her age was highly 
risky. In addition, she was a runaway who hung out with gang bangers, and 
Appellant was opening himself up to extortion by having a relationship 
with her. E. ctually testified at the hearing that Appellant arrested 
andl xtorted Appellant into releasing him by 
threatening to expose the fact that Appellant had sex with a minor.) 

The real concern about Appellant is his lack of credibility. In an effort 
to protect himself, he falsely told the IAB investigator Sgt. Smith that he 
never owned a minivan. In fact, he owned two of them. He also falsely 
denied knowing iS. a But in fact he does 
know them, and he had a sexual relationship with O several weeks in 
1997-1998. He falsely denied having been to h iii home, 
but in fact he was there approximately two dozen times to visit 
including in a patrol car and in his two private vehicles. 

As a result, as Chief Goldman put it, Appellant has left the 
Department with no place to go but a termination. The Hearing Officer 
finds that termination is appropriate. 


FINDINGS OF FACT 
1. Appellant Carl DeLeon was hired by the Department a! 


In the O Š frame, he was working patrol out of Pico Rivera 
Station. His duties included patrolling to reduce the problem of cruising on 


Whittier Blvd on Friday-Sunday evenings. 


2. Inor about late 1997 or early 1998, Appellant met a 


a, while in the course and scope of his deputy sheriff patrol duties. 


BE: thet in I pabituatty gave a false 


date of birth to law enforcement at that time, and she likely told Appellant 


that she was at least 18 years old. 


3. Appellant obtained | oe address, which wa 


I Whittier, California. Appellant and Ruby started a social 


relationship which did not involve any official law enforcement purpose. 


As part of that relationship, Appellant came to the iT home 
in uniform and in a patrol car, and visited || Appellant instructed a 


to call him “John.” Appellant’s true middle name is John. 


4. 


BE was flattered by Appellant’s attention and she actively 
encouraged his interest in her. On one occasion, Appellant picked D up 
in uniform and in a patrol car, and drove her to a secluded area. Appellant 
then proceeded to engage in sexual intercourse with Although an 
claims this first occasion of sexual intercourse was not consensual, the 


evidence of consent is ambiguous and no lack of consent was proven. 


5. For several weeks in late 1997 and/or early 1998, Appellant 
continued his practice of visiti n at the EE one. 
Appellant also gavel the telephone number to the station and 
instructed her to call him there did call Appellant at the station, in 


total approximately 25 times or more. 


6. Appellant’s visits with | G iii home were 
noticed ya who also lived at the home flbobserved 


Appellant at the home to visit | on several occasions in the late 1997 to 


early 1998 time frame. o not observe any sexual activity between 


Appellant and a 


7. Onsome occasions, Appellant picke p while driving his 
personal 1995 Chevy Astro van. Appellant andi engaged in sexual acts 


in the back of the Astro van. 


8. On at least one occasion, Appellant picked | E in a Toyota 


Avalon. | suspicious and questioned Appellant about his 


marital status. Appellant admitted . M he vas 


n became upset and she told Appellant she no longer 


wanted to have any contact with him. That conversation occurred in early 
1998, =- g Appellant ended their personal relationship at that 


time. 


Q. a .:: O OE the weeks she was involved in a sexual 


relationship with Appellant. However, the evidence does not establish 


whether Appellant was aware or true age or not. 


10. Onor about January 30, WA eported to the Indio 
Police Department that she had been raped by a Los Angeles County 
Sheriffs Department deputy, whom she identified as John DeLeon. She 


stated the rape occurred in early 1998. The Indio PD then forwarded a 


courtesy copy of the report to the Department and it was investigated by 
the Internal Criminal Investigation Bureau. Ultimately the District 


Attorney declined to file charges against Appellant. 


11. Subsequently, the Department opened an administrative 
investigation into the accusations against Appellant. On August 25, 2016, 
Appellant was interviewed by Sgt. Jeffrey Smith as part of the 


administrative investigation. Sgt. Smith asked Appellant detailed questions 


about MM allegations against him. 


12. During the course of his administrative interview, Appellant 
gave numerous false and misleading statements to Sgt. Smith. Appellant 


falsely denied having me: falsely denied having been to the 


residence | G falsely denied visiting the 

= home on multiple occasions while in uniform and driving 
a patrol car; he falsely denied having met BG he falsely denied 
having engaged in a personal relationship wit RB vcuaing a sexual 
relationship; he falsely denied having owned and driven a minivan; he 
falsely denied picking MMMM up in his minivan and engaging in sexual 
activity in the rear of the van; and he falsely denied pickin: in his 


Toyota Avalon. 


13. GR estimony at the hearing is found to be credible M 
testimony at the hearing is also found to be credible. Appellant’s testimony 


at the hearing was often evasive and/or non-responsive, and is found to be 


not credible. 


14. Appellant’s conduct in 1997-1998 with ae 


minor, and his conduct at his August 25, 2016 administrative interview, 
caused harm to the public service. The false statements made during the 
course of the administrative investigation suggest that the Department may 
no longer trust in Appellant’s honesty. 


CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 


1. Appellant’s conduct of engaging in a personal relationship with 


an inne a minor, in the 1997-1998 time frame, all as set forth 
above, violated the Department’s Manual of Policy and Procedures Sections 
3-01/050.10, Performance to Standards and Section 3-01/050.05, 


Performance to Duty. 


2. Appellant’s conduct of making multiple false, incomplete and 


misleading responses to questions posed to him during the course of his 


20 


August 25, 2016 administrative interview, as set forth above, violated the 
Department’s Manual of Policy and Procedures Sections 3-01/040.70, 
Dishonesty/False Statements, and 3-01/040.75, Dishonesty/Making False 


Statements During a Departmental Internal Investigation. 
3.  Appellant’s termination is appropriate. 


RECOMMENDATION TO COMMISSION 
I recommend that the Commission uphold the Department’s 
termination of Appellant Carl DeLeon’s employment as a Sergeant. 
Dated: September LE, 2018 Respectfully Submitted, 


a 


Joseph P. Scully, Hearing Officer 
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


Jim MCDONNELL, SHERIFF 


January 4, 2017 


Sergeant Carl DeLeon, # S Date of Department Hire 02/09/1990 


Dear Sergeant DeLeon: 


On September 21, 2016, you were served with a Letter of Intention indicating 
your right to respond to the Sheriff's Department’s pending disciplinary action 
against you, as reported under File Number IAB 2588183. You were also advised 
of your right to review the material on which the discipline was based. 


You did exercise your right to respond. However, after review and consideration 
of the response submitted to support your position, it has been determined that 
the recommended discipline is appropriate. 


You are hereby notified that you are discharged from your position of Sergeant, 
Item No. 2717A, with this Department, effective as of the close of business on 
December 25, 2016. 


An investigation under File Number IAB 2388183, conducted by Internal Affairs 
Bureau, coupled with your own statements, has established the following: 
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Procedures Sections 3/01/040.70, Dishonesty/False 
Statements; and/or 3-01/040.75, Dishonesty/Making 
False Statements During a Departmental Internal 
Investigation, on or about August 25, 2016, you made 
false, and/or incomplete, and/or dishonest statements 
during your administrative interview when you denied 
knowing QM and/or denied going to her 
house and picking her up, and/or denied owning a 
minivan in 1998 while you were assigned to a patrol 
assignment at Pico Rivera Sheriff's Station. 


Additional facts for this decision are set forth in the Disposition Worksheet, 
Investigative Summary and Investigative Packet which are incorporated herein 
by reference. 


In taking this disciplinary action, your record with this Department has been 
considered, and a thorough review of this incident has been made by 
Department executives, including your Unit and Division Commanders. 


You may appeal the Department’s action in this matter pursuant to Rules 4.02, 
4.05 and 18.08 of the Civil Service Rules. 


You may, if you so desire, within fifteen (15) business days from the date of 
service of this notice of discharge, request a hearing on these charges before the 
Los Angeles County Civil Service Commission, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 588, 
Los Angeles, California 90018. 


Sergeant Carl DeLeon, # S 3 
The Sheriff's Department reserves the right to amend and/or add to this letter. 
Sincerely, 


JIM McDONNELL, SHERIFF 


slal 


BUDDY GOLDMAN, CHIEF 
SOUTH PATROL DIVISION 


Note: Attached for your convenience are excerpts of the applicable areas of the 
Manual of Policy and Procedures and Civil Service Rules. 


